are not limited in significance to himself and Cyrenaica: they illuminate literary,1. R. promises to study Synesius' Hymns in the future (p. 162, n. 8). 2. So do the citations in this review. R. conveniently appends a concordance between Garzya's and the other three systems of numeration in which Synesius' letters are found (pp. 253-54).
3. R. gives references without additional explanation at p. ), but the article may be explained on the other interpretation by the fact that a specific day is in question (cf. Smyth, ?1444). Both translations are grammatically possible. But Synesius describes himself fleeing the city, because of the earthquake, too hastily to make all the proper arrangements: it seems unreasonable to assume that he waited through several days' tremors. the embassy to limit other dates. They add up differently around the different date of the embassy.'0 Revisions in the dates of items directly connected to the embassy change the grounds from which indirectly connected dates can be determined. R. insists rightly that the chronological interrelationships of Synesius' corpus form a multifarious tangle, which can be fully unraveled only if the whole is addressed (p. 14). His most important contribution to the study of Synesius' letters is to have traced these intricate ties. Even though every line of connection must be retraced and reevaluated, R. well illuminates the complexity of the chronological problems. He provides a comprehensive basis for further examination.
R. faults earlier studies of Synesius' works not only for failing to address his whole corpus, but also for correlating items according to arbitrary and subjective criteria (p. 14). He makes some salutary corrections. For example, he rightly differentiates the count referred to but not named in Epistle 142 from the Paeonius to whom De dono is addressed. Synesius characterizes both as having broken down the "great walls" that too long separated the kindred pursuits of education or philosophy and military ability." This doublet is a good example of how a common rhetorical impulse behind two separate passages has produced a specious but false connection (cf. p. 14). In fact, Synesius regularly flatters the erudition of men from whom he seeks favors.12 As R. observes, he reuses standard phrases on several occasions (p. 80). 11. Epist. 142 p. 249. 6-9; Don. p. 134. 4-7; R., pp. 14-15, n. p. 167. 12 can only describe the imagined presence in dreams of "the god who is far off."19 R. willfully disregards the context of the Dion when he presses this philological error. Synesius' discussion of literature has no relevance for a newborn baby. He imagines the child who will be, and will be able to read and learn; he does not need a real baby present to inspire him. Synesius says unambiguously that his child has not yet been born in the first passage R. quotes. He marvels at himself, "already I wish to be with my child and to teach whatever occurs to me to think about each writer and work."20 The second passage resumes this paternal fantasy. Synesius has just described how Socrates in Plato's Phaedrus uses playful as well as serious material for purposes of instruction; he now takes the example as a model for himself (Dion p. 272. 1 d4tCo) . Significantly, he says that Socrates does not really instruct Phaedrus, "for he is not a child but a youth or even a man already. But he posits an adolescent, fair and in the freshness of his age, and him he sways one way and the other about the concerns of desire."21 The parallel locates Synesius' own true addressee in the same imaginary realm. This device reconciles the literal sense of the two passages. R. ignores the inconsistency and drops the first passage from consideration. The same tendencies characterize the whole of R.'s book. Excessive precision flaws even his best considerations, such as his consistent regard for the constraints of the sailing season. Modern scholars must always remember how weather regulated transportation of the ancient world. Yet it is not credible that every letter R. dates to the beginning of the year was sent in March.24 There is not space here to reexamine all R.'s data and to reestablish better dates. This task remains to be performed by scholars who wish to pursue a close chronology of Synesius' life and works: rightfully a large group. R. pushes his inquiry to new extremes of precision and detail. Regrettably his model must often be judged more cautionary than exemplary; but only with regard to both the potentialities and the limitations of chronological research can knowledge be advanced. 
